1967 


/ 


Uvfd J«nu*ry 15, 1968 

JiMCord cC 

WJT 

memomndum for the president 

subject: strategic Offensive end Defensive Forces (D) 

I B.V. reviewed oor Strategic 0«ens^ TaH* '"or the 

n 69-73. The tables on pages 3 wd 4 aummarlee our for g 
FT 69 budget, 1 recommend that we: 

1 e force of 1,000 Mlnuteman missiles. Plan on a 

SprsSrt; rxoo ofmre“J\^n1r“^De^e:^;t. ISS^ to Jnl,. mO. 

Develop option to 

the present el .73 Continue the previously approved 

total coat of $212 million In FY OS 7J. i^tin missiles. 

programs for buying mnutemsn III. 

and 

.....L rnS S-. 

reducing the FOT rate to four per year. 

3. continue development of l^ZiTiTAZZ^Tun cfZVc oi «er. 
at a total FY 69 Investment cost of $329 million. 

1970, based ona « 4 , foTcc of 3B4 on-line Poseidon by FY 75, 

rori"t:tir^"-^3 irsL“^nt“co:t"or$xl9^S muuon. .velop^s ^ 

a force of 31 Poseidon submarine carrying 70. «,d rental of 

^eployej Resile. Procure^ ^^^^3s •,,, , ,, ,„ee will have 

;"'r :^i?"‘but"rircrstl84'’rnirn'Ln”?r «r$394 million less 

In FT 69-73. 

4. Defer Indefinitely the JCS "C^n^atlon ^ , 

total coot of $220 million In FY 69-73. 


POI/CASEI< 0 ._ 

DR)!^ 4 ^/; 7 

Document 

of ^ Dnf»ll»n«r«+ a 

ZZT _ 
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5. Disapprove the ^stead, continue 

an Advanced ICBM at a cost of S -llUon in FY 69. Development, 

Advmced ef%he JcLrecoMnended force of 350 Advanced 

“^tTrof$7 to 510 billion In FV 69-75. depending on the 

basing. 

6 Disapprove the JCS recornnendatlon to procure a prototype 
Ballistic Missile Shi? for $120 nllllon In W ^en-year costs of 

tS Ballistic Missile Ships would be about $1.6 billion. 

7. Approve the Air Force recomnendatlon not to reduce the current 
base program for the bomber force. 

Additional SRAl's for B-52s would cost 

$68 million In FI 69 and a DF.'b-52s to carry 

force for suppressing g'ry 69 lost of 554 million and a 

some of the previously epprov^ S^^ at a Ft ov 
total cost of $56 million In FY 69-73. 

8., Disapprove the JCS recommendation ^“"r!ifl°(A.^A) 

full-scale development of the operating costs for 

in FY 69. instead further development of 

^lc«ft rJtLlogyl-L’^iiii as a T-sram to develop bomber penetration 
aids. 

^:te«rt^ros!"i^^ $ 4.9 buuon in I. 69-73. 


11. Disapprove the l®n°69*ism consider 

l^rF^l^urgllTorl^tlnri ^ a^ru^te^flrst step toward the defense they 
recommend.) 

12. Disapprove the JCS recommendation to produce “■> 

UE F-12 interceptors Foree'relommended plan for a modernized 

$800 million. Approve development and deployment 

continental air (t) if the Overland Radar Technology program 

of 198 Improved F-106X aircraft. I ; Airborne Warning and Control 

IS successful r^ftem ^stration before 

lrdfr.Tdlrl:sJrP«--^ releaH In September. 1970 
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(d) examining the possibility of augmenting our air defense force during 
periods of high tension with at least 300 fighters from Tactical Air Command 
(TAC), Kavy, and Marine Corps training units plus carrier-based aircraft as 
available; and (e) selective phase-down of the current Century interceptor 
force and portions of the 5AGE/BUIC system, the National Air Space Surveillance 
System, and Nike-Hercules radars. 

13, Extend the civil defense program at a FY 69 cost of $77,6 million. 

14, Disapprove the JCS recommendation for $191 million for military 
survival measures. Continue instead the approved program at a cost of 
$47 million for FY 68-73, 


I. THE GENERAL NUCLEAR WAR PROBLEM 

The main objective of our nuclear forces is to deter nuclear attacks 
on the U,S. Our ability to strike back and destroy Soviet society makes a 
Soviet decision to strike the U.S. highly unlikely. By choosing to develop 
and deploy harder-to-attack forces, we can reduce even more the likelihood 
of such an attack. Unable to destroy most of our nuclear striking power, 
the Soviets would gain little by striking first. 

Although the U.S. and the USSR are strongly deterred from nuclear 
attacks on each other, a nuclear war anywhere in the world could lead 
to a war — and most likely a nuclear war — between the two countries. 

Thus to avoid a nuclear war with the USSR, we try to make all nuclear v;ars 
unlikely. This objective Includes: 

1, Reducing any possible loss of control of forces in a crisis. 

2, Deterring nuclear attacks or intimidation of allied or neutral 
countries. 

3, Discouraging additional countries from acquiring nuclear 
weapons . 

4, Emphasizing and maintaining the firebreak between conventional 
and nuclear weapons. 

Like us, to deter a first-strike nuclear attack, the Soviets main- 
tain the ability to strike back and destroy our society. When they take 
steps to reduce the damage that we can inflict (e.g. , by deploying ABMs) , 
we react to offset these steps. I believe that the Soviets would react 
In the same way to similar U.S. steps to limit damage to ourselves. 

Our analysis ahowa that the Soviets can protect their second strike 
capability against any threat we might pose. Since a second strike 
capability is vital to the USSR, I believe they will Insure the survival 
of this capability. Convinced that the Soviets would counter a major 
U.S. attempt to take away their second strike capability, we have chosen 
■not to start a major Damage Umltlng program against the USSR. 
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The»e considerations lead us to depend ^ Jl^'^I^ectlvc 

11 CCP frniB ettacklne ue. ’Against China, conversely, wc can buy 
defense of CONUS as Insurance against a an"Jffectlve 

more primitive technology and poorer econo^ all^^ w 
defenae against her nuclear attack capability into the 1980a. 

f Ii!„rLr thrcontrolled and deliberate use of our nuclear power 
To g"Ve“ieli‘;«!?bir:ut«™! the lack of such nuclear war plans la one 
of the main weaknesses In our posture today. 

II, SOVIET AND CHINESE STPATECIC FOPCF.S 

The following table compares U.S. and Soviet InterrnnMnental 
forces In terms of total megatons, launchers, and bombers. 

U.S. VS. SOV IET STRAT ECIC NV CLEAP rOPCES a/ 

1968 1970 1972 


U.S. 


USSR 


U.S. 


USSR 


U.S. 


17SSR 


Ballistic 
Missile Launchers 


Soft ICB^te 
Hard ICBMs 

105A 

1054 

1054 

FOBS 

Mobile ICBMs 




(non- add) 
SLBHs 

TOTAL LAUSaiERS 

656 

1710 

656 

1710 

650 

1710 

Inter con t Inen t al 
Bombers 

646 

558 

534 

Total Force Loadini 





Weapons 
Megatons (>tT) 

1 MT Equivalents 


Alert Force IvOadlngs 
Weapons 
>tegatons 
1 Ttr Equivalents 


,/ U.S. programmed va. National Intelligence Estlmatea (NIE) for USSP. 

^ ^ w-foune launchers and bombers are a poor measure of the 

releti™ cTpafllUUs of'rs and fovlet atrateglc force.; total megatons are 
worae^ Tet'^theae measures are frequently used In drawing comparisons 
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ketve.» t>.S. -><■ soviet 

1. not total negatona or nunbers of d ^ „ ^,ured Destruction 

force, cen effectively c.rry such es:.ccursc:s 

«ad ftttacVcB on Soviet forces to ^ decisive in evaluating the 

reliability, aurviveblllty . to be »ore relleV.le 

:r^nrer^::ne:/tb-;are"^re^^ 

?jr::rcbed1;vferx^C^.- ?o"rre Tuld destrol only so.e such targets. 

we are buying large :verv“urrrd"lnrtoral 

they better table coTsparcs the number of targets de|t|oveo 

V.S. megatons. Ibe jot Poseidon, vlth a alngle^^^ 

by - As the table s hou-s , th e =• 

weapon, , the yield of the ^^■s’eanon — can 

Poseidon — with only ,..»ats 

destroy up to times es many targets. 

rrrrrTTVTN-PSS OP ALTEr b 'ATTVE. EOUAb-WnroT PAYLOAD S, a/ 


Kunber of airfields 
Kunber of hard silos b/ 

Nuinber of swall cities (100,000) 
HiOTber of wediim cities 
Number of large cities (2,000,000) 
Number of defensive interceptors 
needed to counter c_/ 

Total megatons 


a/ Reliability equeU , Circular Probable Error (CEP) equals 


of mltiple cities ?T milltaiy targets, defended 

^on^brr^-in:! ”rrrfore: r bli^vay tc increase the effectiveness of our 
forces is by putting WPVs on :'inutemar. anc Pose.do... 


ICB>^ con.struc- 
It tV.is 


During 1964-65, the USE?, maintained sr.all sil 
tion Tart:* at the rate of about launchers per year 

„te during ti have stopoed except for filling out 

groups already under construction. 
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The Sevlete have continued to test Fractional «r««lc 

(FOBS), whJch would be useful In an attee„t to deny warning to our atr.teglc 

bombers, if we took no counter actions. 

, / ”-:fauri sIvJ:: r.nrtirs::r=- 

ta«lllgence estl»ates. The rrw".rtr."tVT.V 

project ‘ HaiUKtir Vlsslle (SLB>0 sulmarines 

s s“sss:.ri. i, 

Tl.e Soviets also appear to be pursuing two advanced <****"*5™ 

(1) a long-range antl-lCBI^ system around Moscow with about la 

and (2) a system across European USSF 


We expect both systems to become pnrtiall 


The Chinese were expected to begin operstlonsl «eplo^^nt 
rs*:.* ar^Urha/und^r djelo 

X -,.i< ...u .u~.- ....... 

ICBK deployment in the early 1970s. 

III. ASSURED DESTPUCTIOU 

to rtelr°urge’’cUle;, Is enough to deter the CSSF from launching a first 
strike against the U.S.,even in extreme situations. 
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Hwever. our Assured Destruction capability does not Indicate how 

ropr;sr»:ny“"iSn^': « rhir«J:M:^ -nded. 

^%!trc.r:nJ«nrcJr:^ 

•11 times with our forces, the Rovemments of our Allies, and, as app p » 

Uniting our retaliatory strikes to the enemy s military 

1 If he refrained from attacking ours. In most 

Ti «U»s « ^ouirhave L^f issues surviving to attack Soviet ^lltajy 
t«g«sr^n. withholding enough for Assured Destruction. For this task. 
ICBM accuracy is very worthwhile. 

A. A gainst the Expected Sov iet Threat 

Against the expected Soviet threat, our strategic forces can survive 

forces in our NIE. we could launch »>re than with ylei 

TOre than . against the USSr In 1976. 

S'nStf grea;« iran'thrErt; Isi iM;h1"rUe^'L”nLded fir deterrence 
against a Soviet first strike. 

rA PABILITIES or U.5. PP.nCRA;9!ED FOP C E FOK ASSUTOD DFSTPrmo i i 
(Percent of Soviet Population Killed) 


FY 69 


PY 72 


PY 76 


Against High NIE Tlireat 
Against Low KlE Threat 


If we could be sure 
of the NIE — both in quality 
strategic forces. 


that Soviet forces would stay within the range 
and numbers — we could consider smaller 


B. A g ainst Qilna 

While China nay be able to threaten her neighbors and II.S. bases 
... A... hri972 she wUl not pose a threat to the U.S. second strike caps- 
W 4 HI- Tf rha*U S attacked Qilna with nuclear weapons it would be solelv 
ion f”; ;o:l les:er act of aggression, probably Involving Otlnese 
In retaliation r . . callinp for the destruction of China, such 

nuclear weapons, „„ govemnent. nllltary. or Industrial 

r.r*g:L l^niea'SLrd're i«d:d omy for^ttacklng tl.«-senaltlva Chinese 
nuclear targets. Bombers could cover other targets. 
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Tnepaton warheads detonated over ' Chinese cities 

would dc^^^hS of Cnina's urban population end more than 
l^dist “ ?ne rec=n.«nded str«e,ic forces ere sufflcl^t to inf let thro 
destruction on. Chine while still Minteininr, out Assured Dcs.Tue.lon 
tepabillty against the Sosslet Union. 

c. Against r.reater-Tnan-Exoected Sovie t Tnreats 


Tne following table co:rpares the 197f-‘ balancer: greatcr-than- 
expected threat, used in the follovine analyses, with the hi;- KII t. 

hirh KII r. r e a t e r - T- sir. - r.xD o c t e d 

Independently-targetable 

missile warheads on-line 

Ptr Defenses 

Look-down fighters zl 
U%.’-altituQe SAh Launclicrs 


Launchers 

Area 

Terminal b/ 


Programs required to support such an eff*^rt should prove 
technically difficult, expensive, cr.c , since we h.-’ve clearly Indicated 
ve would respond, holt! little hope of providing the Soviets with a net gstn 
in effective first strihe espohility. Nevertheless to insure^ tnat 
these threats rer.ain unli'.'.ely, and to nalntcin our deterrent ■ 

they appear, we r.a::e sure that we have evntlcflc the ontions needot. to 

counter them.. 


adds 


If the LSR” replaces or iernroves the accuracy of its ^ a 
itCDuld destroy J^'ir .ute.na:: n s s i 1 e s 


in their silos. Even if the Soviets could dcstrey| 


c^-'chility. Hut rcn.-irirr 



greater' 
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force Mlntain an Assureif' Destruction capability of L---.-- ^ Our 
prorra=«<! force can cope ulth a grcater-than-expected A»'- because ve 
already have progranried AB^■ hedges — Poseidon • 

Jlinuter^. 

The next table shous that the D.S. prorrarr-ed force car. keep lt = 
Assured Destruction capability throuph Fi' 75 by putting 
^seidon Tissue, even If the Soviets deploy 

elssile and bonber defense.^. Short-r.a.nge Attack .'Isslles (S.^. s) , Sr... 
riprovs and an air-to-air rdssile to protect the borbers egsinst ar^voncec 
InteVc^ptorsuould keep our Assured r«struotion capability against this 
threatjlll^lHthrough 1975. 

T' c assingp DESTPbCTiny ASAiysT r PEATib-Ti-/::-ryrrf:rp rrrniSrS 

(Percent of Soviet Population Ivillec) 


TT 69 rv 70 n 71 n 72 n' 73 yy ?- 


U.S. Trograrr^J Force 
i:.S. Prograrened Force 
plus on 

Poseidon 


a/ The first percentage shcr.-s fatalities If we are renuUed to hill at 
“ least tvo-thirds of the people in defended cities. xnr. seconr 
percentage sho^^s fatalities vithout this restriction. 

Onlv against a cenhinee greater-than-ejrpe.cted 8ovy.: AFV, 
defense, and accurate IC3>' force, costing the Soviet^ U-- to ,3.^bllli^^..^^^^ 
the hit'- would our retaliatory' forces need netjor ne^. ad..* »- a...... . 

ff w^gh'oosrand little returr., the Soviets probably will not atterpt to atr 
Di oVnc,,-- T.O r^riT— ?.n r_e and cr 


our A.ssurec L>esLrutu iu.t ^ 1 ■> 5 

occur realizing that it is not likely to occur. Tnus, uc shoulc. selec. 
options with ST.all initial co.sts. If the threat actually T-ateriallzes . we 
^ by later investment, develop these options fully (::o au^ontatson 

^ ^ ;:L:tior^^ 

lUove^tbuVTa?'^ against only in that tine period.) 

The follo-.-lng table shovns the effect of the coobince ^eater--Jnan- 
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U.S. ASSURED DESTRUCTION AGAI NST fTnATEP-TI^AK-EXPECrKD 
so\aFT._BA;^(^'D d m:K~SES ai:d defenses 
(PeVcenVof Soviet Population Killed) 

py 69 ^ 70 FY 71 F Y 72 TY 73 74 75 IY__76 


Prograiraned Forces 


a/ The first percentage shores fatalities if we are required to kill at least 
^ two-thirds of the people In defended cities. The second percentage ahnvs 
fatalities without this restriction. 

This table shw 7 s that even if the borbcr defense Fissile wcrhs , 
the greater-than-expected threat would call for a more effective U.S. 

Assured Destruction capability by FY 76. In addition, for Assured Destruction 
we do not want to rely primarily upon bombers which depend upon tactical 
warning for survival. Therefore, our alternative is to provide our missile 
forces with added protection. The degree of this protection depends unnn 
how much and for hcn -7 long we are willing to rely on bombers in the interim, 
on Poseidon and 

when added to the above bomber options, result In 30% Soviet fatalities in 
1976.) In any event, we should not take steps — such as reducing the number 
of bomber bases — that lessen our confidence In the bombers* survival. 

D. Potions to Prot ect O ur Assured Destruction Canablllty 

1 . Inc reased Warheads on Pos eidon 

We are providing the production base so that by FY 74 we could 
put up to on each Poseidon missile as a hedge against a heavy 

Soviet ABM or an increased threat to Minuteman. 

2 . Improve Our Bomber _For_c e 

Against Improved terminal bomber defenses \te can put SPA>'s 
on B-52s In addition to the SPA-Ms on FB-llls. By initiating procurement 
In FY 70, the B-52s could be equipped with SRAMs by FY 72. 

If Soviet air defenses Improved, but their ABM did not, no 
increase In the size or expense of our strategic forces would be called for. 
However, for the cost of the present B-52 program we could improve our 
effectiveness by putting SPAMs on 195 B-52s and phasing out the other sixty. 
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If Soviet air defenses Improved as part of a balanced Danagc 
Limitlna proarao, SRAMs plus penetration aids for the whole bomber force 

Worthwhile and would total about $2.7 billion In Xen-year nyatea^ 
costs above the present program. 

3, Improvements to Mlnuteman Missiles 

As a hedge against a heavy Soviet ABy systci. wc could replace 
all the mnuteman II by Mlnuteman Ill/JUrV at a cost of $1." 

the present program. As a hedge against the failure of our penetration aid. , 
at a*^co8t of'^$6.2 billion we could convert to l.ono lUnuteman III 

Ijyy for each missile. We could have an all . inutenan 

III force by FY 76. We could develop 

Mlnuteman as possible replacements for the present 

“"“risrjr- " "i xri':.’:.:;; 

4. Defense of Mlnuteman 

Deployment of the light defense of Mlnuteman. shoim below, 
rdght dissuade the Soviets from developing and , 

otherwise could destroy Jllnuteman. In any event. It uoulc pro\rtde a useful 
tofWwe of Mlnuteman against the expected Soviet ICB!' force 
MIRVs and furnish a base for developing a stronger defense against a Soviet 
force equipped with MIRVs. The median defense of Mlnuteman would P^otect^^^^ 

the^heavy'defense of Mlnuteman would guard against the very sophisticated 
J.IIC assumed in the 

threat for 1975 and 1976. The following tatle summarizes 

these three defenses. 


LKVFXS or >!INUT!rTlAN DFTT.T^SK 


Sprints Spartans 

Investment Cost a/ 

Annual Costs 


. ($ Millions) 

($ Millions) 

Light Defense of 
Mlnuteman 
Median Defense 

$4on 

1400 

$in 

40 

of Mlnuteman 

Heavy Defense 
of Mlnuteman 

3600 

160 


a/ Defense of Mlnuteman Is coneldered an add-on to the Sentinel 


anti-Chinese defense. 
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5 • Vtore P oseido n Sub marines 

He could order wore Poseidon subwarincs wl.ich require a fi2u0 
iidlllon investment per ship and a four- year lead time. By inltistlnf* 
procurement in FY 70 we could have ten nev Poseidon subnarlncs by the enc 
of FY 75 and twenty by the end of TY 76. Tlie ncrc Poseidon missiles vto 
have the less we would have to rely upon Kinuteman, 


If \ 7 e chose to deploy additional. Poseidon instead of defendiPR 
or hardening I'lnutewan, end If Soviet ICn!' eccuracy Irprovod rart:cdl'' 

Kinutenan would become very’ vulnerable and 
invite rather than deter an attach. In this case, we should phase it out. 

Thus, choosing Poseidon right result in upsetting the balance of our forces. 

It would be undesirable to be vrlthrut a land-hascd missile force as nart of our 
offensive posture because we would become potentially more sensitive to 
unexpected Soviet advances in anti-subrarlne warfare. 

6 . K ew irBr 

Contract r^finition beyun in Janunrv lOf.S ’;nuld permit an 
IOC by TY 75. We could deploy this new rissile in nev’ silos as part of a 
defended or undefended fixed lanc-based system. Conversely, we could (h.'pln- 
It as a land-mobile or ship-based system or base it in a nev c‘'a.ss of sn* - 
marines. In order to develop a new ICr', wo \?ou\C require a f2 to $3 billion 
research and development program. The ton-year cost of huying, a ne’.- ICB*' 
totals some Sll to $20 billion. 

The following table comnnres the costs of these alternatives 
against the great cr-than-cxpected Soviet threat. Tao costs shoisi arc. ovor 
and above the cost of presently programmed forces. All options provide 
an .Assured Destruction capability of 2C'- l»y missiles alcne against toe 
greater-than -expected Soviet tV.reat in 1976. 

COSTS OF YAriov’s nssiLr options to rroTroT n^STn'CT inh 

AC-A.irsT crf/ YF^-Ti'Al~-i:::^r. rTT:b ti^tat 
r$ BillionTf 

PL? P rogram Costs (TV CF.-76) 
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If the Soviets do not reset by Poseldons. 

MIRVb w- can defend Mlnuteman at “® j Mlnuteinan Jefenae would about 

M thiy develop a amall WW threat, the coat of mn are 

TXTJS. :rr^r.rth’a^ th; greater-than-expected threat.* 

If ua Chelae to buy »re -aeM^^^^ - Tov^r 

In FT 70 and rr 71, before we co vould not have to decide to 

threat. If we develop 
deploy them until FY 73. . 

A defense of mnute^an can be “on «piMlity!° 

hold down the total cost of py 76. we would have to decide 

To deploy the heavy f "“un defense by FY 71. and the hea^ 

refrn:e“by^*rYir“otSL”hedg«* auch as .ore Poseidon aubnarlnes or^^e^ 

Ballistic Missile lScr»« competitive with the defense 

built In response to the threat and they are p Wnuteman 

of mnute^in. ^* *^^^^^ 80^01 threat takes. To preserve the option 


E. .a.,.nred Manned S^ rnreglr Aircraft (tfSAj 


Recent studies have ’?g“*lOTs*of^ Soviet defenses 

adsslle/bomber force •1'“^"®* iome measure of assurance apalnst 

into the 1970s. They »h^ Induce the USSR to divert resources 

greater-than-expected Soviet threat d 1 enjoys certain 

*0 their antl-boniber ^'f®"®*®' ^ B_”ttackln(t aoii« cities with missiles 

s.:r.rus,sr.s. 

Strategic offensive forces, ^ well-hede.ed, the issue is 

ran^ro ^dgf bo^^:r force with an A^^A. 


* This might ‘‘®PP®y'’^^^“ Ioa"ag!ln« r^8SlbirhMv5‘’«”a^tlme 

•ef^rthJrd-” 

sriiroi erctiur-R-^^^^^^ - «“>*• “ •" 


15 


Kecord of Decloion 


Kevlsed Jmuary 15, 1968 


Is an MCA a geiod hedge? It la not . Against l*e KIE range 
of threats our progratrmed forces are adequate. Since the strategic 
ffrc^tU X'dy well-hedged, we can keep an Assured »estructl» 
capability against greater-than-expected threats without the AIBA. 

To counter a Soviet greater-than-expected threat, under TOSt 
clrcumstancea. Including the noat probable ernes, O.S. 
equipped with AMSA cost isore than forces with equivalent effectlvene 
but irtthout the advanced bomber. 

What does AMSA cost as a hedge? To answer this question we 
mist conoare the coat of bomber forces needed to cope with various 
“vels ^!f Soviet threat. The following tvio tables sake this comparison. 

rnSTS 07 ALTF.BNATIVT FB- lll/B-52 PHRCES 
“ ($ Billions) 


Bomber Force 


Program Costs (TT 68-62 ) a_/ 


A. 

B. 

C. 


210 ra-iiis 

210 FB-llls and 255 B-52s without SFAlte 
210 FB-llls and 255 B-52s with 
pet B-52 


$ 7.2 
12. A 
15.3 


a/ A>tSA IOC in FI 76. 

Force B represents the programmed force and would cope with the 
higher range of the KIE-proJected Soviet strategic forces. It would also 
let us expLd to meet a greater-than-expected Soviet threat. Force A, 
costing ^.2 billion less, would be appropriate for the Iwer range of 
K?ftS?eat;. Force C adds SHAMs to the B-52s.prov^lng the expansion 
needed to meet the greater-than-expected threat. This option would 
cost $2.9 billion more than Force B. 

The next table compares the ctost of hedging against the greater- 
than-expected threat. 

mgTq OF ALTEWIATIVE STRONC BO MBER FOK C ES OF EQUAL EFFECTI\T^ 1SS 
($ Billions) 


Bomber Force 


Program Costs (FY 68-82) 


C. 210 FB-llls and 255 B-52s with 
per B-52 

D. 210 FB-llls and 68 AMS As 

E. 138 AMSAs 


$15.3 
15.3 
16. 6 


Both Force D and E are about equal In effectiveness to the 
prograamd force plus SRAMs agslnst the 

prodded B-52 penetration aids work. Force D represents the snallest 
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JIIBA force Vhlch we liu-A^BA^orcfE !LL’’^Blderal.ly 

n; n.3 Mmcn reepectivcly. 

Ce„.iaeratlons other than “f « “’-^ll^I^rres 
attractive than Force C. imposes a substantial initial 

time than deploying that an increased Soviet threat 

inveatnent before we co^d has a shorter lead 

^trme^rranSeJTyTe'aUi:^^^^^^^^^^ de^oy - 

r*.^dirgrrat:r4r^^^^^^^^^ — • - -- 

wasted $3 to $10 billion. 

■I a.«^eae.MvAnP8R AI’SA contrlbutcs only 
In sum. to achieve equa Development is not 

narglnally at great cost. ‘oeSd with Advanced ItevelopTncnt 

ni'J-a: r„.rs."r»; .• -» -•• - 

the B-52s . 


IV. STRATEGIC DEFENSE 

a; namaee Limiti n g Against t he. Sovlet Thr eat 

out Assured Destrucaon f°- "" 

with the Soviets unlikely. ;„t. ^As Instance In the unlikely 

give us high confl^nce In „,tng forces that -^ 8 "^ 

event deterrence f^ls, we we Urdtlng forces , unllhe 

damage to our population and ^ work perfectly under 

llsl for agtlnartL «.re probable risks . 

all conditions. They should Insure ag t^^^eats posed by the 

Buch as wars growing ^ The bake Damage Limiting question 

f^ethL^wt^ouJ^^ KlUelx In defense of our cities. 

A defensive ^[^''rorthno^ct th ^ In eluding the! ^ reactions 

wst attempt to ^-l„sis „e use two stages in such a deployment, 

to our deployment. In ® defense of cities. It has an 

the first. "Posture A • %®o^ding overlapping coverage of key targets, 

area defense of the entire CmUS. pro^aing^^^ estimated 

It has a relatively ^ 59 billion in investment and $600 i^lUon 

that initially it wotdd J^ure ^ 1b a heavier defense with a 

a year to operate. Tlie » Mties. It is estimated that initially 

higher density Sprint defense of . . ^ to operate. Because of prob- 
it would cost 518 billon and $ Improved air and civil 

dble Soviet reaction, with Postur billion in Inveatnent. Moreover. 

fi:“:«ce ccnvln«r» th'at'the pursuit of effective defenses would eventually 
to spend .bout $40 billion. 
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The U.S* can justify the cost of a major defense only if It could 
take away the ability of the Soviets to kill Americans. The following table 
Illustrates the effects of these defenses if Nike-X works as designed and 
If the Soviets do not react to the C.S. ABH, The USSP*s estimate of its 
ability to strike back after a U.S. first strike on its forces might prove 
lover than shown if the Soviets judge the uncertain factors pessimistically, 
as ve do in making our own Assured Destruction calculations. 


D.S. 


U.S. Programs 


KILLED IK ALL -PIT STPATEGIC EXCHAVCE IK 1976 
ASSUMES HO SO\^ET REACTION TO U.S. ABM 
(In Millions) 


U.S. Strikes First 

Soviets Strike First Soviets Retaliate 

U.S. Fatalities Soviet Fat . U.S. Fatalities Soviet Fat .b/ 


Approved Program (Sentinel) 
Poeture A 
Posture B 


The JCS currently reconnnend this deployment. 

Jb/ Enough forces s’- withheld from the U.S. first strike 

after their retaliation. 

This table shows that if the Soviets do not respond, they lose 
their deterrent. They would be forced to react to increase the ability 
of their forces to survive and strike back. They could dc so in several 
different ways: (1) by stepping up deployment of SS-9s and SS-lls now 

in nroductlon; (2) by defending their present missile force; (3) 

(4) by deploying 

a new, large ICBM (either mobile or defended); or (5) by deploying a nev: 
Bubmarlne-launchcd missile like our Poseidon. They have the technical 
capability to do any of these things by the mid-1970s 

If the Soviets choose to respond to our ABM ' 


A larger Soviet response could raise probable U.S. 
fatalities still higher. 

U.S. KILLED IK ALL-OUT STRATEGIC EXCK>.NCr IT; 1976 
ASSU?gNC S0\T:£TS respond to U.S. AB?: 

(In Millions) 


U. S . Programs Soviets Strike First 

U.S. Fatalities So-vlet Fat. 


U.S. Strikes First 
Soviets Retaliate 
U.S. Fatalities So\'iet Fat. 


Approved (Sentinel) 
Poature A 
Posture B 
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As part of their response, the Soviets eotild add large nuetere of 

zz.zziTZt.TziL zvzvrz r." 

Sli^ve deploying the Nike-X system to protect American citiea would e 
neither wise nor effective. 

Protection Against Stna ll Urban Attacks 

A Uriit D.S. ABM system would protect against a dlnese ICTM attack. 
«. nrotecting rte i.s. agalLt such a threat, it probably would enhance our 
SllUv to *ter Chinese nuclear Intimidation of other Aslan countries. 
ZTZ l llgSt Soviet ABT, system reduces the 

►K- n ^ end the Soviet Union Into a nuclear war, a llg^it U.S. ADli ayste 
S:se;;^-(^na-" abJuty to do so. The area defense of ^ 
a realistic Damage Umltlng capability against ttlna for the mld-197ns. as 
shewn in the next table. 

U.S. FATALITIES IK A S?tAU ^-SCALF. ATTACK a / 

(In mlllons) 


Umaber of ICBMs 

No Uefenae 
U^t ABM 


10 


25 

75 

10 

25 

1 

3 

5 

10 

y 

y 

y 

y 


rh ^nfl Strikes First 
75 


20 

1 


1/ ^::rth»’^e'^ri“n'S!s’!’d“l'^ih'’»o«’';^ of no deaths, 

c. Civil Defense 

Civil Defense provides low cost Insurance for our pe^le In the 

r. u?- 

about $0.45 per apace added. 

D, Continental Air Defenae 

The number of lives which would be saved by air defense if rte 
^ _a At-rAck the U S depends on our ballistic nlsslle defense. 
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rtelr borf.." cQuld ^ iuh«^Mri^JrSttd‘wonn«r“^^ 

had no alt defense at „ .4 ,_i2a vlth ABACS (ten-year cost 

fol'd Mfu^rruJS 'rTdU ;2.Se fataUties by X... than five to eight Mlllon. 

which mist also be considered. Tn . ^ homher attacV.s on those 

other than the Soviet J^crntrollcd nuclear war. peacetls* 

strategic forces that we Soviet bomber aspirations, and 

patrolling of our /P““* L* es In missions outside the I'.S. We 

the use of continental alt dertnse f effective air defense 

^ H^leve these objectives with a p„,ent force, 

force that costs J “ cOOr Improved F-106 fighters (the F-106X) . 

This modem fo^ the Federal Aviation Agency National Mr 

42 ABACS, two OTH radars, . J„t„l. The cost throu^ 1979 for 

s;r4.;r« s;nsv..~ — — " ”■ 

Surveillance Is presently ** devcltpmfnr^ ABACS 

aystcin. Therefore, we auccessful) and with develop- 

(If the Overland ®*'**^**j°^°“' Srshould also develop, and deploy on the 
■ent of back-scatter radars. We sho^a^ex^^^^ 

r-106, advanced alr-t^air ^ little to be gained from the 

With these p.l2. thus, we can avoid the 

“dStro^llTrbflU^ co1t*ol an F-12 force and atlll -met our air defense 
f^lectives. 
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